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Canyon Ranger Station/Emergency Services Building
Environmental Assessment

Yellowstone National Park
Wyoming / Montana / Idaho

We are pleased to provide you with this Environmental Assessment for the construction of a ranger station
and emergency services building or buildings within the Canyon Village area of Yellowstone National
Park. The purpose of this Environmental Assessment and the intent of the public review and comment on
this document are to help the park define appropriate levels and kinds of services and facilities to be
provided in the park. We would like to hear your opinions concerning the proposed plan and the other
alternatives that are described in this document.

This Environmental Assessment describes and analyzes the No Action and two alternatives sites for the
construction of a dedicated ranger station and emergency services building in the Canyon developed area.
Under the No Action Alternative, no ranger station or emergency services building would be built;
however, a backcountry permit office would be located in the newly renovated Canyon Visitor Education
Center.

This planning effort was initiated in 2002. In April of 2002 the National Park Service mailed a scoping
letter to about 160 people/organizations to announce the planning effort. A 30-day review and comment
period ended May 10, 2002. During that time, five comments were received. The alternatives were
subsequently modified to incorporate public input, and this plan and environmental assessment were
written.

This document was prepared to evaluate project alternatives, assess the environmental impacts of
implementing each alternative, and to provide the public with an opportunity to comment. Potential impacts
of the proposed project to natural resources were assessed including soils, geology, vegetation, water and
air quality, wildlife, and threatened and endangered species. Impacts to cultural resources, including
prehistoric, ethnographic, and historic resources were also evaluated. Potential impacts of each alternative
to visitors and employees are also included

At present, funding is available to construct a ranger station only. The emergency services facility is also
being evaluated in this assessment in the event that additional funding becomes available in the future.

This plan will be on public review for 30 days. Comments are due November 7, 2003, and should be
addressed to:

Superintendent

Attn: Planning and Compliance
Canyon Ranger Station

P.O. Box 168

Yellowstone National Park, WY 82190

For additional information contact the park at the above address or by telephone (307) 344-2017

Note to Reviewers and Respondents:

If you wish to comment on the environmental assessment, you may mail comments to the name and address below. Our practice is to
make comments, including names and home addresses of respondents, available for public review during regular business hours.
Individual respondents may request that we withhold their home address from the record, which we will honor to the extent allowable
by law. If you wish us to withhold your name and/or address, you must state this prominently at the beginning of your
comment. We will make all submissions from organizations or businesses available for public inspection in their entirety.

United States Department of the Interior ¢ National Park Service
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Canyon Ranger Station/ESB Environmental Assessment

INTRODUCTION

The National Park Service (NPS) is proposing to construct a ranger station and emergency services
building (ESB) facility for the Canyon Village area. These facilities are needed to provide ranger
offices, storage space, a public contact area, and an operations base for emergency response.

Yellowstone National Park, which was established prior to the statehood of Wyoming, Montana and
Idaho, is administered under the exclusive federal jurisdiction, and the NPS is the sole law
enforcement authority within park boundaries. The NPS is also responsible for providing all
emergency services for the park and park visitors, such as structural and wildland fire response,
emergency medical services and search and rescue operations. The primary responsibility for law
enforcement, visitor and resource protection, and emergency response operations is assigned to the
Division of Resource Management and Visitor Protection (RM&VP). In addition to its other
assigned functions, the RM& VP Division is also responsible for field management of natural and
cultural resources. Division employees in the Canyon area include four permanent protection (law
enforcement) rangers, six seasonal protection rangers, two seasonal resource management
specialists, and eight to ten volunteers.

The RM&VP offices and storage areas are currently inadequate and are located in the Canyon
Visitor Center, which will be renovated to correct structural and design defects using Recreational
Fee Demonstration monies (NPS 2002a). The new Canyon Visitor Education Center will be doubled
in size (by adding a second story to the building) in order to accommodate visitor services and
educational/interpretive exhibits. An EA of this visitor center rehabilitation project was provided to
the public in early 2001, and, following the public comment period and incorporation of substantive
comments, the project was approved. Construction activities for this proposed rehabilitation project
may be scheduled to begin in fall of 2003.

Early in the planning process for the new visitor education center, it was determined through
functional analysis that the nature of most of the operations that occur at the ranger station would
more appropriately be located in a facility separate from the visitor education center. However, in
order to better serve visitors, adequate and dedicated space for a backcountry permit office was
designed into the new visitor education center.

This environmental assessment addresses the purpose and need to construct a dedicated ranger
station and an emergency services building in the Canyon area and examines the environmental
impacts associated with these facilities. While there is no funding currently available to construct an
ESB, the park’s long-term goal is to have an ESB facility in the immediate vicinity of the ranger
station (currently emergency vehicles are housed in crowded maintenance facilities located within
the residential area). Consequently, this EA addresses construction of both facilities.
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Figure 1. Regional Area Map
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Regional Setting

Yellowstone National Park encompasses 890,000 hectares (2.2 million acres), primarily in
northwestern Wyoming and extending into south central Montana and eastern Idaho. Yellowstone
National Park is the core of an upland plateau called the greater

Yellowstone area. This area comprises almost 4.85 million hectares (12 million acres)

and is one of the last largely intact ecosystems in the world's temperate zones. In addition to
Yellowstone, the area contains two other national park system units -- Grand Teton National Park
and the John D. Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway. Portions of six national forests—Gallatin,
Custer, Shoshone, Bridger-Teton, Caribou-Targhee, and Beaverhead-Deerlodge—are within the
greater Yellowstone area, as are two units of the national wildlife refuge system—the National Elk
Refuge and Red Rocks Lakes National Wildlife Refuge. Although public lands make up the majority
of the area (69%), private lands (24%), Native American reservations (4%), and state lands (3%) are
also included. The greater Yellowstone area extends across 17 counties in three states. Cooperative
agreements and interagency planning and coordination aid in management of the area as

an ecological unit while also recognizing the different mandates of the various

land-managing agencies .
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Gateway towns around Yellowstone National Park are Gardiner (pop. 851), Cooke City/Silver Gate
(pop. 140), and West Yellowstone in Montana (pop. 1,177); Cody (pop. 8,835), Dubois (pop. 962),
and Jackson in Wyoming (pop. 8,647); and Island Park, Idaho (pop. 215), (populations taken from
Census 2000). Lodging and a full range of services are provided in all communities. These services
complement the services provided in the parks. Airlines provide scheduled service to Bozeman,
Montana, and Jackson and Cody, Wyoming, and West Yellowstone, Montana (summer only).

The greater Yellowstone area has developed a national reputation as a recreation center offering
activities on National Park and National Forest land, including wildlife and geothermal viewing,

hiking, camping, snowmobiling, cross-country skiing, and sightseeing. The parks and forests offer a
broad range of activities to the park visitor.

The Park

Figure 2: Proposed Canyon Ranger Station and Emergency Services Building Location
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Yellowstone National Park is a volcanic plateau of recent geologic origin. Its average elevation is
2,438 meters (8,000 feet), but higher mountains surround the plateau except to the southwest, where
the plateau descends to the lower Snake River Plain of Idaho. The park encompasses mountains
exceeding 3,353 meters (11,000 feet), and canyons and valleys cut by streams flowing from the
Continental Divide.

The Canyon development area is located on the Central Plateau, at an elevation of 2,408 meters
(7,900 feet). The area lies near the Yellowstone River along glacial fluvial uplands and alluvial
stream flood plains. The Yellowstone River cuts through the area consisting of lake-deposited
sediments in a complex of slopes having a rolling, hilly appearance. The road and river continue
through forested hills. At the south Canyon Rim Drive junction, the river descends the falls of the
Grand Canyon of the Yellowstone River.
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PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE ACTION

The National Park Service is proposing to construct a new building or buildings to house the
Resource Management and Visitor Protection operation at Canyon Village. The current office
facility used by the RM&VP staff is housed within the Canyon Visitor Center, which is scheduled
for an extensive reconstruction project beginning as early as the fall of 2003. The new facility will
house new and updated exhibits focusing on the geology of the park. Even though the new facility is
somewhat larger than the existing visitor center, the size is not adequate to accommodate the
RM&VP office space and storage requirements. The existing Canyon Fire Cache, the facility that
currently substitutes for an ESB, is inadequately sized and located in a congested area away from the
location of RM&VP staff during the time of the highest frequency of emergency calls requiring a
response. This leads to increased emergency response times, and decreases safety for both park
visitors and employees.

Earlier planning documents in Yellowstone National Park have not adequately addressed the need
for a dedicated and appropriately sized Ranger Station and Emergency Services Building. Critical
operational problems that could be addressed by the construction of a dedicated facility for the
RM&VP operation include:

1. Inadequate office space and public contact areas

The current Visitor Center-based ranger station was built in 1958 at a time when there was no need
for a winter operation and no permanent year-round protection rangers were stationed at Canyon.
The present staff of twelve employees, including four year-round employees, currently share a 14’ x
15’ office that was conceived for a smaller and seasonal operation. There are no private areas to
interview victims, witnesses, or suspects of crimes nor is there space to care for visitors requiring
medical assistance. Confidential activities such as employment interviews, employee evaluations,
and counseling sessions impact the rest of the staff’s access to the common office area.

The Canyon Visitor Education Center project would use current allotted RM&VP space for
additional interpretive functions, thereby making this amount of space unavailable for RM& VP
operations. The existing workroom, emergency equipment cache and law enforcement storage areas
would also be used for interpretive purposes under this project. As a result, no work facilities or
public contacts spaces would be available for RM& VP employees in the Canyon area,
compromising employee effectiveness and public safety. For this reason, a new RM&VP facility
needs to be constructed in the area.

2. Increased emergency response times

The current situation of having the ranger staff and the emergency services equipment in separate
locations increases emergency response times. The location of the current RM& VP staff offices is
housed in the current visitor center. The existing Canyon Fire Cache (used as Canyon’s present
ESB) is located approximately one mile from the current visitor center, and is housed in a double-
stall garage bay within the Canyon maintenance compound. The bays house an ambulance and a 23-
foot fire engine in addition to providing limited storage areas for Emergency Medical Service (EMS)
supplies and structural fire equipment.

Presently, emergency responses involving the use of the ambulance and/or the fire engine require
employees to drive from the RM&VP offices through a congested intersection and an employee
housing area to reach the emergency vehicles; then the oversize emergency vehicles are driven back
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through the housing area and the intersection to reach the developed area where most of the calls
originate. After-hours responses are delayed by the fact that the Canyon Fire Cache is 0.7 miles by
road from the apartment buildings where the RM& VP staff live, and located in the opposite direction

from the majority of emergency services calls. The result is a longer response time to incidents such
as structural fire calls and critical medical calls in which every additional minute relates to a
decreased likelihood of success in saving lives and property.

3. Inadequate security for sensitive activities and equipment

Increasing security requirements for law enforcement equipment, evidence and fee monies could be
better met in a dedicated facility with restricted access to security-sensitive areas. At present, there
are no private rooms to interview victims, witnesses, or suspects of crimes. This results in the
displacement of other employees from the work area when these activities occur, and can decrease
the effectiveness of the interviewer.

RELATIONSHIP OF THIS PLAN TO OTHER PLANS

This plan is closely linked to the Canyon Visitor Center Rehabilitation Plan, which will result in
renovation and construction of a new 22,000 square-foot visitor education center. A Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONSI) was signed and the plan was approved in 2001 (NPS 2002a). Early in
the planning process for the new visitor education center, it was determined through functional
analysis that the nature of most of the operations that occur at the Canyon Ranger Station would
more appropriately be located in a facility separate from the visitor education center. However, in
order to better serve visitors, adequate and dedicated space for a backcountry permit office was
designed into the new Canyon Visitor Education Center.

The Yellowstone National Park Community Plan (NPS 1992) evaluated the Canyon residential area
and proposed alternatives for the location of additional employee residences and community
facilities. One four-plex has been built at Canyon to replace substandard trailers. Alternative B of
this document proposes the Ranger Station/ESB will be located in close proximity to the location of
a proposed community center under the Community Plan, but this would not interfere with the
location of a community center; no funding request for the community center has been submitted at
this time.

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES

Yellowstone National Park was established in 1872 as the nation’s first national park. Part of the
enabling legislation language states:

The tract of land... lying near the headwaters of the Yellowstone River... is reserved and withdrawn
from settlement, occupancy, or sale under the laws of the United States, and dedicated and set apart
as a public park or pleasuring ground for the benefit and enjoyment of the people; and all persons
who locate, or settle upon, or occupy any part of the land thus set apart as a public park... The
purpose of Yellowstone National Park is to preserve for the benefit and enjoyment of present and
future generations it’s geologic features, natural systems and processes, and history.
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All park planning efforts must take into consideration the purpose and significance of Yellowstone
National Park to the American public and abide by its obligation to be an effective environmental
steward when altering the landscape of the park. The benefits and impacts of additional development
must be weighed against these values, and impacts must be mitigated to the extent possible.

A component of the visitors’ ability to experience the “benefit and enjoyment” of a national park is
the extent to which managers can provide for their safety and effectively respond to their aid when
necessary. According to NPS management policy, the saving of human life takes precedence over all
other considerations. Visitor safety and protection are achieved in part by:

» enforcing applicable laws and park regulations;

* reducing hazards and maintaining facilities used by visitors;

* educating visitors about park resources and associated hazards;

* managing natural and cultural resources effectively to preserve their integrity while reducing
any associated public hazard; and

* providing search, rescue, emergency medical and fire-rescue services when needed.

The construction of the proposed Canyon Ranger Station and Emergency Services Building
facilitates meeting these objectives by:

* providing adequate, secure and efficient workspaces for RM& VP employees;
* providing adequate security for sensitive activities and equipment;

* increasing efficiency and safety of emergency responses;

* providing improved safety and traffic flow;

* improving employee quality of life;

* providing appropriate and accessible public contact space.

ISSUES AND CONCERNS

Early planning discussions among the park’s interdisciplinary team for this project led to the
identification of a number of issues to be addressed in this environmental assessment. The issues and
concerns identified by the team included:

* Impacts to bears and other threatened and endangered species

e Cumulative grizzly bear and other wildlife habitat loss

* Impacts to wetlands

e Visual impact, including night lighting

* Impact on adjacent historic areas

* Use of previously disturbed areas

* Visitor safety and services with respect to public access and response times for emergency
services.

* Security for law enforcement operations and efficiency of resource management and visitor
protection operation.

* Employee health and safety/quality of life

* Comparative costs of construction

* Traffic circulation

* Potential impacts to archeological resources
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SCOPING

Public scoping for this project was carried out between April 10 and May 10, 2002, and five
comment letters were received. One letter was received from the Wyoming Office of Federal Land
Policy stating that the State of Wyoming had no official position on this proposal; attached was a
letter from the State Engineer’s Office requesting that the park follow the proper water rights
application process if this project would result in changing the use of any existing water rights. The
park also received a solicitation from an environmental consulting firm requesting bidding
information if this environmental assessment were contracted out.

The substantive comments of the remaining two letters and the park’s responses are summarized
below:

* An individual voiced concern about the following issues: sewage system requirements for the
project; impacts to amphibian, reptile and small mammal habitat; use of previously
undisturbed areas; light and noise pollution; cumulative impacts and overall development in
the Canyon area.

RESPONSE:
Sewage System: This project would not generate additional loads on the sewage
system at Canyon as it results only in changing the location an already existing work
force at Canyon with no net change to the number of people using the system. Sewer
line improvements are scheduled in the future, and are funded from a different source
than this project; therefore, this project does not impact the funding or scheduling of
these improvements. A new sewage treatment facility at Canyon was completed in
1997.
Habitat, Disturbed Areas, Light and Noise Pollution, Cumulative Impacts: These
issues are addressed in the “Affected Environment and Environmental
Consequences” section of this EA.

* An environmental organization emphasized the importance of minimizing the footprint of
this project and park development in general. They inquired about the possibility of
relocating the facilities outside the park; and expressed concern about the impact on wildlife,
particularly grizzly bears.

RESPONSE:
Footprint: The total footprint for this project will be approximately one acre. The
alternative of not building a facility to house the RM&VP operation is analyzed under
the “No-Action Alternative.”
Relocation: The agency has a legal mandate to protect the public. A paramount
consideration is the location of the facility so as to allow for a timely emergency
response. Relocation of the facility to a gateway community is neither practical nor
desirable.
Impact on Wildlife: This issue is addressed in the “Affected Environment and
Environmental Consequences” section of this EA.

IMPACT TOPICS

Impact topics were used to focus the evaluation of the potential consequences of the proposed action,
alternative B, and no action alternative. Impact topics were identified based on legislative
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requirements, topics specified in Director’s Order #12 and handbook (NPS 2001c, and park specific
information). Impact topics for the Canyon Ranger Station/Emergency Services building are

presented in Table 1.

Table 1: Impact Topics Retained or Dismissed from Further Study, for the Yellowstone National Park Canyon Ranger
Station/Emergency Services Building Environmental Assessment

Impact Retain or Relevant Regulations
Topic Dismiss or Policies

Geology and Soils Retain NPS Management Policies 2001

Wetlands and floodplains Dismiss Executive Order 11988, Executive Order 11990, Rivers and Harbors Act,
Clean Water Act, NPS Management Policies 2001

Vegetation Retain NPS Management Policies 2001

Ecologically critical areas or other Retain (as Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 36 CFR 62 criteria for national natural

unique natural resources Geothermal  landmarks, NPS Management Policies 2001

Resource)

Water quality and hydrology Dismiss Clean Water Act, Executive Order 12088, NPS Management Policies
2001

Air quality Retain Federal Clean Air Act (CAA), CAA Amendments of 1990 (CAAA), NPS
Management Policies 2001,and Utah Administrative Code, Title 307

Visual Resources Retain NPS Management Policies 2001

Wildlife Retain NPS Management Policies 2001

Endangered or threatened species Retain Endangered Species Act; NPS Management Policies 2001

and critical habitats

Species of Special Concern Retain NPS Management Policies 2001

Prime and unique agricultural lands Dismiss Council on Environmental Quality 1980 memorandum on prime and
unique farmlands

Wilderness Dismiss Director’s Order 41; NPS Management Policies 2001

Cultural resources Retain Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act; 36 CFR 800;
National Environmental Policy Act; Executive Order 13007; Director’s
Order 28; NPS Management Policies 2001

Social/Economic Environment Retain 40 CFR 1500 Regulations for Implementing NEPA

Employee Quality of Life Retain NPS Management Policies 2001

Park operations (Emergency Retain NPS Management Policies 2001

response)

Public health and safety Retain NPS Management Policies 2001

Visitor use and experience Retain Organic Act; NPS Management Policies 2001

Energy requirements and Dismiss NPS Management Policies 2001

conservation potential

Environmental justice Dismiss Executive Order 12898

Indian trust resources Dismiss Department of the Interior Secretarial Order No. 3206, Secretarial Order
No. 3175

Natural or depletable resource Dismiss NPS Management Policies 2001

requirements and conservation

potential

Conflicts with land use plans, Dismiss NPS Management Policies 2001

policies, or controls

Sustainability/long-term Dismiss National Environmental Policy Act, 40 CFR 1500 Regulations for

management

Implementing NEPA, NPS Management Policies 2001
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IMPACT TOPICS DISMISSED FROM FURTHER STUDY

Many of the impact topics presented in table 1 were dismissed from further study after site visits,
discussions with resource specialists, and after internal and public scoping was completed. Impact
topics that had no or negligible impacts were dismissed. Impact topics included for further analysis
were those whose impacts could not be immediately determined.

Those dismissed include:

Prime and Unique Agricultural Lands

Prime farmland has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics for producing
food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops. Unique land is land other than prime farmland that is
used for production of specific high-value food and fiber crops. Both categories require that the land
is available for farming uses. The Canyon Ranger Station project is within the boundaries of YNP.
No park lands are classified as agricultural, therefore, no unique agricultural values or prime
farmlands are included in this project. Therefore, agricultural lands were dismissed as an impact
topic.

Wetland and Floodplain Management (Executive Order 11990, Executive Order 11988, Rivers
and Harbors Act, Clean Water Act, NPS Management Policies 2001)

Each agency shall provide leadership and shall take action to reduce the risk of flood loss, to
minimize the impacts of floods on human safety, health and welfare, and to restore and preserve the
natural and beneficial values served by floodplains.

Before taking an action, each agency shall determine whether the proposed actions would occur in a
floodplain-- for major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the human environment,
an evaluation is require to be prepared under Section 102 (2) (C) of the National Environmental
Policy Act. There are no floodplains in the project area, therefore floodplains were dismissed as an
impact topic. Similarly, there are no wetlands in the project area, therefore, wetlands were dismissed
as an impact topic.

Water Resources and Water Quality: The National Park Service polices require protection of
water quality consistent with the Clean Water Act. Section 404 of the Clean Water Act authorizes
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to prohibit or regulate, through a permitting process, discharge of
dredged or fill material or excavation within U.S. waters.

No water quality resources are in the area of the proposed alternatives. This project would have no
effect on water quality. No impairment of park water quality would occur from the proposed project
under any alternative.

Wilderness: Neither the no-action nor the other alternatives proposed in this document would occur
in Yellowstone National Park’s proposed wilderness areas.

Conflicts with land use plans, policies, or controls: Neither the no-action nor the other alternatives
proposed in this document would conflict with National park Service plans, policies, or controls.

Energy Requirements and Conservation Potential: Refer to the impact topic “Sustainability and
long-term management” for the rationale for dismissal.

10
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Environmental Justice

According to the Environmental Protection Agency, environmental justice is the fair treatment and
meaningful involvement of all people, regardless of race, color, national origin, or income, with
respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations
and policies. Fair treatment means that no group of people, including racial, ethnic, or
socioeconomic groups, should bear a disproportionate share of the negative environmental
consequences resulting from industrial, municipal, and commercial operations or the execution of
federal, state, local, and tribal programs and policies.

Presidential Executive Order 12898, "General Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations," requires all federal agencies to incorporate
environmental justice into their missions by identifying and addressing the disproportionately high
and/or adverse human health or environmental effects of their programs and policies on minorities

and low-income populations and communities. The proposed action would not have disproportionate
health or environmental effects on minorities or low-income populations or communities as defined
in the Environmental Protection Agency's Draft Environmental Justice Guidance (July 1996).
Therefore, environmental justice was dismissed as an impact topic.

Indian Trust Resources: Indian trust assets are owned by Native Americans but held in trust by the
United States. Requirements are included in the Secretary of the Interior’s Secretarial Order No.
3206, “American Indian Tribal Rites, Federal — Tribal Trust Responsibilities, and the Endangered
Species Act,” and Secretarial Order No. 3175, “Departmental Responsibilities for Indian Trust
Resources.” The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) and the National Park Service have formed a joint
agency, the National Interagency Fire Center (http://www.fire.nps.gov/bia), to handle wildfire
management on Indian trust lands based on fire management plans approved by the Indian
landowner. According to NPS personnel, Indian trust assets do not occur within Yellowstone
National Park.

Natural or Depletable Resource Requirements and Conservation Potential: Refer to the impact
topic “Sustainability and long-term management” for the rationale for dismissal.

Sustainability and Long-Term Management: Sustainability is the result achieved by doing things
in ways that do not compromise the environment or its capacity to provide for present and future
generations. Sustainable practices minimize the short- and long-term environmental impacts of
development and other activities through resource conservation, recycling, waste minimization, and
the use of energy-efficient and ecologically responsible materials and techniques.

Project actions would not compete with, dominate park features, or interfere with natural processes,
such as the seasonal migration of wildlife or hydrologic activity associated with wetlands.

The NPS Guiding Principles of Sustainable Design (1993) directs NPS management philosophy. It
provides a basis for achieving sustainability in facility planning and design, emphasizes the
importance of biodiversity, and encourages responsible decisions. The guidebook articulates
principles to be used in the design and management of visitor facilities that emphasize environmental
sensitivity in construction, use of nontoxic materials, resource conservation, recycling, and
integration of visitors with natural and cultural settings. Sustainability principles have been
developed and are followed for interpretation, natural resources, cultural resources, site design,
building design, energy management, water supply, waste prevention, and facility maintenance and
11
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operations. The National Park Service also reduces energy costs, eliminates waste, and conserves
energy resources by using energy-efficient and cost-effective technology. Energy efficiency is
incorporated into the decision-making process during the design and acquisition of buildings,
facilities, and transportation systems that emphasize the use of renewable energy sources.

12
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ALTERNATIVES

The no-action alternative addresses not constructing a Canyon Ranger Station and ESB. The
remaining two action alternatives presented differ primarily in location. The design of the buildings
may be moderately affected by their location, but in each case, the ranger station building would be
approximately 2,000 square feet and would house RM& VP offices, an employee locker room, a
public contact area, storage facilities for law enforcement and emergency services, and a training
room. The ESB would contain approximately 2,400 to 3,400 square feet of garage and storage space
to house structural fire engines, an ambulance, storage facilities, and workshop. Including adequate
parking space (12 spaces), the entire facility under alternatives A and B would be sited on less than 1
acre of land.

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The no-action alternative would involve no additional construction of a Canyon Ranger Station and
Emergency Services Building. The Canyon Visitor Center Rehabilitation Plan (NPS 2001) would
accommodate the Backcountry Permit Office within the new facility, but ranger offices, storage
facilities, and other essential RM& VP functions would be displaced. With the no-action alternative”,
RM&VP personnel in the Canyon area would most likely have to perform office functions at their
individual residences, minimizing interaction between co-workers and interfering with personal use
of the residences. There would be no public facility available for park visitors to contact or be
interviewed with park law enforcement rangers at Canyon.

ALTERNATIVE A (PREFERRED)

Under alternative A, the NPS proposes to construct facilities including a Ranger Station and
Emergency Services Building to serve RM&VP functions in the Canyon Village area. The ranger
station building would be approximately 2,000 square feet, and would provide RM&VP offices, an
employee locker room, a public contact area, storage facilities for law enforcement and emergency
services, and a training room. The ESB would be constructed at a later date when funding becomes
available. This ESB facility would contain approximately 2,400 to 3,400 square feet of garage and
storage space to house structural fire engines, an ambulance, workshop, and storage facilities.
Including adequate paved parking space (12 spaces), the entire facility would be sited on less than 1
acre of land.

Alternative A would relocate the Canyon Ranger Station and Emergency Services Building along an
electrical line utility corridor east of the YPSS Service Station, west of Canyon Campground and
north of the North Rim Drive across from the Canyon Village Historic District. The area is currently
accessed by an unpaved service road that leads to an area used by a winter “yurt-camping”
concession. The proposed ranger station and emergency service building would be located near the
entrance to this road (see Figure 3). The area is located on flat upland terrain surrounded by a
moderately dense stand of lodgepole pine forest of approximately 60-100 years old.

Construction of a ranger station/emergency services building would include removal of some
existing lodgepole overstory where the building, parking, and access road would be built.
Excavation of the building site, foundation construction, the building footprint, access road and
parking lot for the facility would occur within less than one acre of land.
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While the location of this proposed facility is not located within the Canyon Village Historic
District, this alternative would incorporate a design that blends with the architectural style of the
area. The location of this alternative would be in an area near existing visitor facilities of Canyon.
While this would be considered a semi-public visitor facility, the Canyon Ranger Station would be
accessible to anyone needing to talk to a park ranger. The location would be set back from the
beginning of the North Rim Drive road. A screen of existing lodgepole pine trees would be retained
so that the facility will not appear as an intrusion on the landscape.

Alternative A was selected as the preferred Alternative by the interdisciplinary team due to its
proximity to other visitor services, its geographic separation from the employee housing area,
decreased emergency response times, and increased security. These factors are discussed in more
detail in the section “Affected Environment—Social and Economic Impacts.”

ALTERNATIVE B

Under alternative B, the NPS proposes to construct a Canyon Ranger Station and an Emergency
Services Building facilities to serve RM& VP functions in the Canyon Village area. The ranger
station building would be approximately 2,000 square feet, and would provide RM&VP offices, an
employee locker room, a public contact area, storage facilities for law enforcement and emergency
services, and a training room. The ESB would be constructed at a later date when funding becomes
available. This ESB facility would contain approximately 2,400 to 3,400 square feet of garage and
storage space to house structural fire engines, an ambulance, workshop, and storage facilities.
Including adequate parking space (12 spaces), the entire facility would be sited on less than 1 acre of
land.

Alternative B would relocate the Canyon Ranger Station and Emergency Services Building to a
utility corridor on an abandoned road bed running east-west from the Tower-to-Canyon Road in the
vicinity of the Canyon employee residential area (see Figure 3). This corridor is on the northwest
corner of Canyon Junction west of the Yellowstone Park Service Station (YPSS) and is
approximately 300 feet long. It runs through flat upland terrain within a moderately dense stand of
lodgepole pine forest with a uniform age class of approximately 60-100 years old.

Construction of a ranger station/emergency services building would include removal of some
existing lodgepole overstory where the building, parking, and access road would be built.
Excavation of the building site, foundation construction, the building footprint, access road and
parking lot for the facility would occur within less than one acre of land.

As with Alternative A, this alternative would incorporate a design that blends with the architectural
style of the area. The location of this alternative would be in an area near existing visitor facilities
of Canyon. While this would be considered a semi-public visitor facility, the Canyon Ranger Station
would be accessible to anyone needing to talk to a park ranger. The location would be set back from
the beginning of the Grand Loop Road, north of Canyon Junction. A screen of existing lodgepole
pine trees would be retained so that the facility will not appear as an intrusion on the landscape.
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MITIGATION FACTORS COMMON TO ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES
Mitigations to the potential impacts of these alternatives are discussed within each impact topic.
They include: Potential cultural, natural, and human impacts of the construction of a Canyon Ranger

Station and Emergency Services Building can be minimized by

1. the restoration of grizzly bear habitat in the Canyon area in an amount equal to the land area
impacted by this project (alternatives A and B)

2. management measures to prevent the availability of food sources during construction and use of
the facilities (alternatives A and B)

3. vegetation management practices that will revegetate the impacted area while preventing exotic
plant invasion (Appendix A) (alternatives A and B)

4. Design will be compatible with historic architecture of near-by Historic Canyon Village
(alternatives A and B)

5. site selection based on sound resource assessments;
6. use of environmentally sound building methods and materials; and actions such as vegetation

management and use of appropriate technology in lighting, sound management, site disturbance
and visual screening.
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Figure 3 - Canyon Junction Developed Area and Proposed Action Alternative Locations
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Table 2. Alternatives Comparison
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Alternatives/ AQBIIELE S?c(ilerg:l a:‘(e)r Emergenc Public Access
Issues RM&VP Y sency Employee .
Office/ESB Sensitive Response Traffic Flow Quality of Life & Visitor
Activities and Times y Contact
Space .
Equipment

No Action—No Ranger
Station, ESB in

No dedicated space
allotted, interviews

Improved—RM&VP

Moderate Impact—
RMVP staff would

No public access
would occur at

Yurt Camp

and 2,400 to 3,400 sq.

ft. of ESB space

would be constructed.

constructed for
sensitive interviews
and equipment
storage.

in closer proximity;
residences across
intersection Alt. A
offers better daytime
response.

not respond through
residential area or
intersection.

Limited effect on
YPSS dormitory.

; . . Emergency vehicles still | work out of Permit Office in
Maintenance Compound Nonerzov\&//io(;zl((il be Zvoelilelc‘iig;ls act daily :ﬁﬁouéitb; responding through residences— Visitor Education
p epui ment would not | resi den%es residential area. interfering with Center—use not
quip ) personal use of programmed in
be securely stored. ) :
residence design
Alternattve A— Ranger Dedicated IsomeWhgt RM&VP Good access from
Station and ESB East of | Approximately 2,000 | _colct e SEEULE mprovec— Canyon North Rim
’ space would be staff workplace, ESB | Emergency vehicles do .
YPSS near entrance to sq. ft. office space Drive

Located in close
proximity to other
visitor use facilities

Alternative B— Ranger
Station and ESB on
utility access corridor
between Residential
Area and Dunraven
Road

Approximately 2,000
sq. ft. office space

and 2,400 to 3,400 sq.

ft. of ESB space
would be constructed

Dedicated secure
space would be
constructed for
sensitive interviews
and equipment
storage.

Improved— RM&VP
staff workplace, ESB
and residences in
close proximity. Alt.
B offers better night
response.

Visitor access is from
least congested side of
intersection; emergency
vehicles do not respond
through residential area,
but must cross
intersection.

Some Impact—visitor
use facility located in
close proximity to
residential area; loss
of separation of
function.

Good access from
Canyon-Dunraven
Road

Located across
Canyon Junction
from other visitor
use facilities
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Table 3. Resource Impact Comparison
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Alternatives/ Endangered Vegetation Historic District — Viewshed Amphibian
Issues Species — Grizzly Previously Archeological Habitat/
Bear Habitat Disturbed Site Resources Wetlands

Mo detion Mo Ranger | o efteton bear habia No impact on

Station, ESB in No offect on Canada lym; NA NA NA wetlands or amphibian

Maintenance Compound gray wolf, bald cagle habitat

Alternative A— Ranger | Ranger Station/ESB Drier of the two

Station and ESB East of proposed in development Located on periphery of alternatives may have

YPSS near entrance to
Yurt Camp

bubble—some grizzly bear
habitat loss (< 1 acre), May
effect, not likely to
adversely effect grizzly
bear, bald eagle, Canada
lynx, gray wolf.

Semi-disturbed (powerline)
Some vegetation disturbed
(< lacre)

Canyon Village Historic
District—SHPO
concurrence needed. No
archeological resources on
site

Facilities in dense
lodgepole stand adjacent to
Canyon Village Historic
District

lesser impact on
amphibian habitat.

No wetland impact—
Facilities in upland
terrain

Alternative B— Ranger
Station and ESB on
utility access corridor
between Residential
Area and Dunraven
Road

Ranger Station/ESB
proposed in development
bubble—some grizzly bear
habitat loss (< 1 acre), May
effect, not likely to
adversely effect grizzly
bear, bald eagle, Canada
lynx, gray wolf.

Semi-disturbed (water
utility corridor)

Some vegetation disturbed
(< lacre)

Located on periphery of
Canyon Service Area
Historic District and Grand
Loop Road—SHPO
concurrence needed. No
archeological resources on
site

Facilities in dense
lodgepole stand adjacent to
Canyon residential area
and Dunraven Pass Road

Alternative B is on
slightly moister soil
and on a possible
amphibian travel
route; may have
greater impact
(although negligible)
on amphibians.

No wetland impact —
Facilities in upland
terrain
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ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED

Construct Canyon Ranger Station and ESB north of YPSS on Dunraven Road.:

This site is located on the east side of the Tower-to-Canyon Road north of the YPSS
Service Station. The area has not been previously disturbed, and the terrain makes the
building site marginal. Distance to utility hook-ups would also make the construction
costs associated with this alternative prohibitive.

Ranger Station in the Canyon Village Historic District; emergency vehicles remain in
maintenance compound.

This proposal would locate a dedicated ranger station building behind the Canyon Visitor
Center in the open area southeast of Canyon Junction. The visual intrusion of the facility
along the Lake-to-Canyon Road and the impact on the Canyon Village Historical District
led to the rejection of this alternative.

Ranger Station and ESB in Yurt Camp:

This location is north of the area described in Alternative A and at the terminus of an
unpaved service road running north-south from the North Rim Drive. It was rejected
based on the distance to utility access, which would make construction costs prohibitive.
Development of this site would also displace a business permit holder’s winter operation.

Ranger Station and ESB in Fitness Trail site:

This site is located within the Canyon residential area. This area was rejected because it
would require visitors to enter the residential area to access the ranger station, increasing
traffic in the area and interfering with the residential function of the area. Preliminary
resource evaluations also revealed possible historic sites and a small wetland, which
would both be impacted by the development.

Ranger Station only in new Visitor Education Center:

This alternative was discussed at length during the planning process for the rehabilitation
of the Visitor Center. It was rejected because it was determined through functional
analysis that the nature of most of the operations that occur at the ranger station would
more appropriately be located in a facility separate from the visitor education center. It
would also not allow for the relocation of the ESB.
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ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The environmentally preferred alternative is determined by applying the criteria
suggested in the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), which is guided by
the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). The CEQ provides direction that "[t]he
environmentally preferable alternative is the alternative that will promote the national
environmental policy as expressed in NEPA’s Section 101:

» Fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of the environment for
succeeding generations.

* Ensure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and esthetically and culturally
pleasing surroundings.

* Attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without degradation,
risk of health or safety, or other undesirable and unintended consequences.

* Preserve important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our heritage and maintain,
wherever possible, an environment that supports diversity and variety of individual
choice.

* Achieve a balance between population and resource use that will permit high
standards of living and a wide sharing of life's amenities.

* Enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach the maximum attainable
recycling of depletable resources.

The “No Action Alternative” would result in no direct impact to the natural and cultural
resource environment because it does not require additional development. However, it is
not the environmentally preferred alternative. The operational inefficiencies caused by
the lack of a facility to house the RM&VP function would have a long-term adverse
impact on enforcement rangers’ abilities to act as guardians of the environment and
effectively preserve the park’s resources for succeeding generations. Employees would
be denied safe, productive surroundings in their workspace. The “No Action” alternative
does not allow for adequate employee workspace. Employee quality of life would be
adversely affected by the lack of work facilities as many work activities would be
relocated to private residences.

Alternative A allows for adequate workspace for employees, increasing employee
effectiveness in protecting and preserving park resources. The public is also provided
with convenient access to protection rangers, increasing safety and enjoyment of the park.
The location also avoids impacting the employee residential area use, increasing the
quality of life for employees of all divisions.

Alternative B also allows for adequate workspace for employees, increasing employee
effectiveness in protecting and preserving park resources. The visitor experience is
somewhat affected by the less-convenient and less-than-obvious location of Alternative B
in comparison with Alternative A. Employee quality of life would also be affected by
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Alternative B’s close proximity to employee housing. Alternative B was also identified as
having a greater potential impact on amphibian habitat.

Because of the reduced impact on employee quality of life, the improved quality of
visitor experience provided by its proximity to the Canyon Developed area, and its lesser
potential impact on amphibian habitat, Alternative A was selected as the Environmentally
Preferred Alternative.
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Overview

Canyon Village is a major developed area in Park County, Wyoming, near the center of
Yellowstone National Park (see Figure 1). Canyon is named for its primary visitor
attraction, the Grand Canyon of the Yellowstone River. Visitor facilities include
concession lodging (approximately 600 rental units) and meal service, general stores, a
service station, laundry and shower facilities, horseback riding/corrals, a 280-site
campground, and a visitor center and ranger station. National Park Service facilities
include an employee housing area, maintenance buildings and storage yard, gas pumps,
and a recreational ball field (see Figure 2).

Lodging for visitors is available from early June to mid-September. Food services are
available from late April to mid-October. Other facilities are open from early-May to
mid-September. The service station remains open in winter providing service and fuel to
winter visitors. A warming hut is provided in the winter, and a “yurt-camp” operation
provides overnight facilities during the winter months.

Methodology for Determining Impacts

Potential impacts are described in terms of type (beneficial or adverse), context (effects
are site-specific, local, or regional), direct versus indirect effects (immediate vs. later in
time — farther in distance), duration (short or long-term), and intensity (negligible,
minor, moderate, or major), and cumulative or “additive effects. The thresholds of
change for the intensity of impact topics are generally defined as follows:

No Effect-  no detectable impacts
Negligible- the impact is at the lowest levels of detection

Minor- the impact is slight, but detectable
Moderate- the impact is readily apparent
Major- the impact is a severe or adverse impact or of exceptional benefit

The methodology varies for impact topics and therefore, the definitions for the thresholds
of change for intensity of the impact are different for each impact topic discussed.

Impairment

In addition to determining the environmental consequences of the preferred and other
alternatives, NPS Management Policies 2001 (NPS 2000) and NPS Director’s Order 12
(NPS 2001c) requires analysis of potential effects to determine whether or not actions
would impair park resources.

The fundamental purpose of the National Park System, established by the 1916 Organic
Act and reaffirmed by the General Authorities Act, as amended, begins with a mandate to
conserve park resources and values. National Park Service managers must always seek
ways to avoid, or to minimize to the greatest degree practicable, adverse impacts on park
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resources and values. However, the laws do give NPS the management discretion to
allow impacts to park resources and values when necessary and appropriate to fulfill the
purposes of a park, as long as the impact does not constitute impairment of the affected
resources and values. Although Congress has given the NPS the management discretion
to allow certain impacts within parks, that discretion is limited by the statutory
requirement that the NPS must leave park resources and values unimpaired, unless a
particular law directly and specifically provides otherwise. The prohibited impairment is
an impact that, in the professional judgment of the responsible NPS manager, would
harm the integrity of park resources or values, including the opportunities that otherwise
would be present for the enjoyment of those resources or values. A major adverse impact
to any park resource or value may constitute impairment.

For all impact topics analyzed, adverse impact would be likely to constitute impairment
to the extent it affects a resource or value whose conservation is:
* Necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation or
proclamation of the park;
* Key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for
enjoyment of the park; or
* Identified as a goal in the park’s general management plan or other relevant NPS
planning documents.

Impairment may result from NPS activities in managing the park, visitor activities, or
activities undertaken by concessioners, contractors, and others operating in the park.
Because the impacts described in the alternatives do not severely affect a resource or
value whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the
establishing legislation or proclamation of Yellowstone National Park; (2) key to the
natural or cultural integrity of the memorial or to opportunities for enjoyment of the
memorial; or (3) identified as a goal in the park’s general management plan or other
relevant National Park Service planning documents, there would be no impairment of the
park’s resources or values resulting from this proposal.

Natural Resources
Geology and Soils

Methodology and Intensity Thresholds

Analysis of the potential intensity of impacts to geology and soils were derived from the
available soils and information and park staff’s past observations of the effects on soils
from both visitor use and construction activities. The thresholds of change for the
intensity of impacts to soils may be adverse or beneficial and are defined as follows:

Negligible- the impact is at the lowest levels of detection and causes very little
or no physical disturbance, compaction, or unnatural erosion.
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Minor- the impact is slight, but detectable with few perceptible effects of
physical disturbance, compaction, or unnatural erosion.

Moderate-  the impact is readily apparent and has measurable effects of
physical disturbance, compaction, or unnatural erosion.

Major- the impact is severe or adverse or of exceptional benefit and has
severe effects of physical disturbance, compaction, or unnatural
erosion.

Geology and Topography

Yellowstone National Park lies in a geologically dynamic region of the northern Rocky
Mountains. The park is noted for its geologic features that are the result of volcanism,
glaciation, and continued geological processes fueled by a continental hotspot. The
Canyon area itself is located in the caldera of a huge, collapsed volcano. Throughout
geologic time numerous lava flows have filled the caldera with subsequent periods of
glacial flows covering and further sculpted the landscape.

Canyon Village is situated between the Washburn Range to the north and Hayden Valley
to the south. Elevation is approximately 2,408 meters (7,900 feet). Terrain is
predominantly flat to gently rolling. At the southern end of the developed area the terrain
drops sharply into the Grand Canyon of the Yellowstone.

Selection of either Alternative A or Alternative B would require some grading for a
building site and construction of an access road to the Canyon Ranger Station and ESB
facilities. As both sites are relatively flat, topographical changes either through
contouring or from erosion should be minimal. Utilities would be trenched, placed, and
back-filled as much as possible at the road edge. Both action alternatives would disturb
approximately one acre of land. The no-action alternative would not impact topography.
Long-term, indirect, cumulative effects on park geology and topography would be
negligible from this project.

Soils

Soils in the Canyon area are derived from the rhyolitic sands and gravels that were
originally deposited as glacial till or glaciofluvial alluvium. The resulting soils are
moderately coarse textured inceptisols with medium to loose base saturation.

Under both action alternatives, topsoils would be disturbed. Topsoil would be stockpiled
and saved for revegetation purposes. No effects would occur with the no-action
alternative. The project would have minor, direct, short-term impacts the soils on site.

Geothermal Resources

Yellowstone contains three-fifths of the world's geysers and countless examples of other
geothermal features such as hot springs, travertine terraces, mud pots, and fumaroles.
Thermal areas influence Yellowstone's flora and fauna in the winter. Hot water creates
microclimates that allow certain plants and insects to remain active and growing. Warm
ground keeps these areas relatively free of snow, enabling elk and bison to feed in the
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otherwise snowbound interior of Yellowstone. Hot springs flowing into lakes and rivers
keep some waters from freezing, increasing habitat for waterfowl and bald eagles during
the winter. The Canyon development occurs within the Yellowstone caldera, but there are
no geothermal features within these development. Geothermal areas near the
development include Washburn Hot Springs 6 kilometers (4 miles) north of Canyon,
Mud Volcano 15 kilometers (10 miles) South of Canyon. No geothermal resources are in
the area of the proposed alternatives.

Conclusion
Long-term, indirect, cumulative effects on park geology and topography would be
negligible from this project. This project would not impair park geologic resources.

Topsoil conservation and revegetation efforts would have minor, direct, short-term
effects. However, long-term, indirect, cumulative effects on park geology and soils
would be negligible from this project. This project would not impair park soil resources.
No geothermal resources are in the area of the proposed alternatives. This project would
have no effect on geothermal resources. Geothermal resources would not be impaired by
implementing this project.

Vegetation

Methodology and Intensity Thresholds

Analyses of the potential intensity of impacts to vegetation were derived from the
available information and reports on Yellowstone’s plant communities and park staff’s
past observations. Specific site specific surveys were conducted by park plant specialists
for rare plants, exotic vegetation, and hazard trees in the areas of the alternatives. The
thresholds of change for the intensity of impacts to vegetation may be adverse or
beneficial and are defined as follows:

Negligible-  the impact is at the lowest levels of detection and causes very little
perceptible change to a plant population or individuals of species
Or a resource.

Minor- the impact is slight, but detectable with few perceptible effects to a
plant population or individuals of species or a resource.

Moderate-  the impact is readily apparent and has measurable effects to a plant
population or individuals of species or a resource.

Major- the impact is severe or adverse impact of exceptional benefit and
has severe effects to a plant population or individuals of species or
a resource.
Forest Canopy

Canyon is situated in a forest dominated by lodgepole pine Pinus contorta with
occasional subalpine fir Abies bifolia, Englemann spruce Picea englemanii, and
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whitebark pine Pinus albicaulis. As trees are removed from the mature lodgepole pine
cover type, the remaining adjacent trees often become at risk for blowing down in strong
winds. The removed trees had helped to anchor roots and support trees adjacent to them.
As trees are removed when spaces are cleared for the construction of these facilities,
hazard trees could be created that would also need to be removed.

The forest understory is variable, but often includes such species as pinegrass
Calamagrostis repens, elk sedge Carex geyeri, grouse whortleberry Vaccinium
scoplarium, and bluejoint reedgrass Calamagrostis canadensis. Other species present
include arnica Arnica cordifolia, arrowleaf groundsel Senicio triangularis., and a variety
of grasses and mosses. Bear foods in the Canyon area include yampa Perideridia
gairdneri, strawberries Fragaria virginana, sedges Carex sp., and timothy Phleum sp..
Area exotic species include Canada thistle Cirsium Arvense, butter-and-eggs Linaria
vulgaris, and yellow sweet clover Melilotus officinaliss. The forest is interspersed with
meadows of various sizes that contain numerous shrub, grass, and forb species.

Hazard tree assessment and mitigation would be required with implementation of either
action alternative. Both the alternatives A and B would remove approximately 1 acre of
lodgepole pine overstory for the construction of ranger station, ESB, and associated
parking areas. When the forest canopy is opened for a construction project, remaining
trees may become more vulnerable to wind-throw and could become hazards to human
safety and property. Hazard trees would be removed before they would fall and cause
damage or injury.

The project would have a moderate long-term affect on the forest canopy and understory
in the area of the proposed ranger station and ESB for Alternatives A and B. The no-
action alternative would have no effect on the forest canopy and understory.

Rare Plants

While there are no plant species protected by state law in Wyoming and only one
federally listed taxa that occurs in the southeast of Wyoming, there are many species that
are quite rare within the state. The only species of special concern known to occur in the
Canyon developed area is thread rush Juncus filiformis, which occurs in a modified or
artificial pond in the south end of the softball field located on the north si